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SUMMARY 
Fishery Region D, located in western Maine, supports fisheries for lake trout in 15 
lakes comprising 17,434 acres. With the exception of a single population in Somerset 
County, lake trout were not native to this part of Maine. Their present distribution is the 
result of introductions made several decades ago. In a few waters, lake trout quickly 
established themselves as self-sustaining populations, but most relied on annual stockings 
of hatchery fish to sustain viable fisheries. 
Prior to 1982, lake trout were managed with 14 or 16-inch minimum length limits, 
which did not permit these slow-growing, late-maturing fish to spawn prior to harvest. 
The general law length limit was increased to 18 inches in 1982 as a means of increasing 
spawning escapement and improving size quality of harvested fish. This strategy was 
successful in increasing lake trout abundance and resulted in the establishment of self-
sustaining populations in all but two of the Region's lake trout lakes. Some of these new 
self-sustaining populations were comprised of many young fish that became "stockpiled" 
under the 18-inch limit. This placed considerable stress on forage populations, primarily 
rainbow smelts, and resulted in declines in growth rates and condition of lake trout and 
other predators, particularly landlocked salmon. 
Several management actions were taken to reduce the impact of young lake trout 
on forage populations. Lake trout stockings were terminated, stocking programs for 
salmon were reduced or suspended, smelt harvests were reduced by closing tributary dip-
net fisheries, smelt eggs were transferred to re-establish or augment forage, and in one 
case landlocked alewives were introduced as alternative forage. Despite this, lake trout 
populations remained high, sub legals continued to dominate anglers' catches, and fish 
quality continued to decline. 
In a further effort to reduce the impact of young lake trout, harvest regulations 
were liberalized in 1994 on all lake trout waters in Franklin County and on one water in 
Somerset County. The minimum length limit on lake trout was reduced from 18 inches to 
14 inches, with one fish between 14 and 18 inches and one fish over 18 inches permitted 
each day. The goal of this "slot" regulation was to facilitate recovery of forage 
populations to levels needed to improve and maintain growth rates and condition of lake 
trout and salmon. Specifically, the regulation was intended to 1) direct a portion of the 
2 
harvest to abu~dant, younger lake trout that are heavy consumers of smelt, and 2) 
maintain adequate spawning escapement of lake trout by reducing the harvest of mature 
(> 18-inch) fish. 
The slot limit succeeded in directing a portion of the winter harvest to younger, 
more abundant lake trout, and this may have contributed to improvements in size and 
condition of lake trout and salmon on some waters. However, the improvements were not 
dramatic. Winter anglers released large numbers of legal fish during the slot limit years, 
and winter fishing pressure generally declined, so the potential positive effects of the 
more liberal regulation were moderated. 
Our results indicate that the slot limit had only a marginal effect on winter 
fisheries and on fish quality. Our management efforts will continue to focus on 
maintaining a reasonable balance between predator numbers and prey populations, so we 
will seek further reductions in lake trout population size and continue to strictly control 
salmon numbers through stocking rate manipulations. We recommend that lake trout 
harvest rules be further liberalized and that salmon stockings rates be maintained at low 
levels until predator growth rates and condition are stabilized. 
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ABSTRACT 
Fishery Region D, located in western Maine; supports principal fisheries 1 for lake 
trout (Salvelinus namaycush) in 15 lakes comprising 17,434 acres (7,058 ha), and most 
are managed in conjunction with landlocked salmon (Salmo salar). Increasing the 
statewide general law length limit to 18 inches ( 457 mm) in 1982 increased lake trout 
abundance and established self-sustaining populations in all but two of the Region's lake 
trout lakes. Some of these new self-sustaining populations were comprised of many 
young fish that became stockpiled under the 18-inch (457 mm) limit. This placed 
considerable stress on forage populations, primarily rainbow smelts (Osmerus mordax), 
and resulted in declines in growth rates and condition of lake trout and salmon. To 
reduce the impact of young lake trout, the minimum length limit was reduced to 14 
inches (356 mm), with one fish between 14 inches (356 mm) and 18 inches (457 mm) 
and one fish over 18 inches (457 mm) permitted each day. This slot regulation was 
assessed on four waters by monitoring winter sport fisheries before and after its 
imposition. Results indicate that the slot limit had only a marginal effect on winter 
fisheries and on fish quality in the four study waters. Higher release rates of legal fish 
during the slot limit years and generally declining winter angler use moderated the 
positive effects of the more liberal regulation. Lake trout harvest rules will be further 
liberalized and salmon stockings rates will be maintained at low levels until predator 
growth rates and condition are stabilized. 
1 Sport fish that provide principal fisheries are those purposely fished for by anglers and comprise a 
significant portion of the total catch of all species in the water. 
4 
INTRODUCTION 
Fishery Region D, located in western Maine, encompasses all of Franklin County 
and portions of Oxford and Somerset Counties (Figure 1 ). The Region supports principal 
fisheries 1 for lake trout (Salvelinus namaycush) in 15 lakes comprising 17,434 acres. 
Most of these lakes are small (<l,000 surface acres) and all provide excellent habitat for 
lake trout. Eight lakes have shorelines that have been moderately to heavily developed; 
most of these are located near population centers in the southern and southeastern 
portions of the Region. The remaining waters are located in the interior highlands and are 
lightly developed. Two lakes are not accessible to the general public. Winter fishing is 
permitted on 53% (42% of the total acres) of them, and all but four are managed in 
conjunction with landlocked salmon (Sa/mo salar). 
With the exception of a West Carry Pond in Somerset County, lake trout were not 
native to western Maine waters. Their present distribution is the result of introductions 
made several decades ago, primarily during the 1930's and 1940's and in the 1960's and 
1970's. In a few waters, lake trout reproduced and established self-sustaining 
populations, but most relied on annual stockings of hatchery fish to sustain viable 
fisheries. 
Prior to 1982, lake trout were managed with 14 or 16-inch minimum length limits, 
which did not permit these slow growing, late maturing fish to spawn prior to harvest. In 
1982, the statewide general law length limit was increased to 18 inches and the daily bag 
limit was reduced to 2 fish as means of increasing sp~wning escapement and improving 
size quality of harvested fish. This strategy was successful in increasing lake trout 
abundance in many Region D waters (Bonney 1988, 1989, 1993), as it was throughout 
Maine (Johnson 2001). Moreover, the higher length limit resulted in the establishment of 
self-sustaining populations in all but two of the Region's' lake trout lakes. Some of these 
new self-sustaining populations were comprised of many young fish that became 
stockpiled under the 18-inch limit. This placed considerable stress on forage populations, 
primarily rainbow smelts (Osmerus mordax), and resulted in declines in growth rates 
1 Sport fish that provide principal fisheries are those purposely fished for by anglers and comprise a 
significant portion of the total catch of all species in the water. 
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and condition of lake trout and other predators, particularly landlocked salmon (Bonney 
1989, 1991, 1993). 
Several management actions were taken to reduce the impact of young lake trout 
on forage populations and maintain or restore predator growth and condition. Lake trout 
stockings were terminated, stocking programs for salmon were reduced or suspended, 
smelt harvests were reduced by closing tributary dip-net fisheries, smelt eggs were 
transferred to re-establish or augment forage, and in one case (Wilson Pond) landlocked 
alewives (Alosa pseudoharengus) were introduced as alternative forage. Despite these 
efforts, lake trout populations remained high, sub legals continued to dominate anglers' 
catches, and fish quality continued to decline on many waters. 
In a further effort to reduce the impact of young lake trout, harvest regulations 
were liberalized in 1994 on all lake trout waters in Franklin County (six lakes, 3, 192 
acres) and on one water in Somerset County (762 acres). The minimum length limit on 
lake trout was reduced from 18 inches to 14 inches, with one fish between 14 and 18 
inches and one fish over 18 inches permitted each day. The goal of this regulation was to 
facilitate recovery of forage populations to levels needed to improve and maintain growth 
rates and condition of lake trout and salmon. Specific objectives were to 1) direct a 
portion of the harvest to abundant, younger lake trout cohorts that are heavy consumers 
of smelt, and 2) maintain adequate spawning escapement of lake trout by reducing the 
harvest of mature (> 18-inch) fish. 
STUDY AREA 
Three of the four waters evaluated are located in southern Franklin County; the 
fourth lake is in southwestern Somerset County. A general physical description of each is 
provided in the following table. 
Water 
Clearwater Pond 
Porter Lake 
Wilson Pond 
Spring Lake 
Town · 
Industry 
New Vineyard 
Wilton 
T3 R4BKPWKR 
Franklin 751 
Franklin 52 7 
Franklin 563 
Somerset 7 62 
7 
Av~rage deptli .• 
ft 
60 
27 
40 
31 
Maximum depth 
ft 
129 
86 
88 
80 
All are mesothrophic or oligotrophic with low primary productivity ( <8 ppb total 
phosphorous; <3 ppb chlorophyll a) and large volumes of cool, well-oxygenated water in 
the hypolimnion during most years. In addition to lake trout and salmon, there are small 
populations of native brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) that are occasionally 
supplemented with hatchery stocks. Burbot (Lota Iota) and round whitefish (Prosopium 
cylindraceum) are present in Clearwater Pond but they contribute little to the sport 
fishery. Rainbow smelts provide the primary forage for predators in all the lakes except 
Wilson Pond. Landlocked alewives, introduced in 1990, currently support lake trout 
there. Smelt egg transfers were made at Spring Lake annually from 1995-1997 to rebuild 
the forage base following a collapse that occurred around 1992 (Boucher 1996). 
Clearwater Pond, Porter Lake, and Wilson Pond contain several species of 
warmwater fish, including smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu ), chain pickerel (Es ox 
niger), and yellow perch (Percaflavescens). White perch (Marone americana) are 
present in Porter Lake. Spring Lake has no competing warmwater species and the 
simplest species assemblage of all waters. A complete list of fish species known to be 
present in each lake is provided in Appendix 1. 
Available records indicate lake trout were initially introduced into all study lakes 
during the 1930's and 1940's. The original stockings at Clearwater Pond established a 
wild population; lake trout have not been stocked there since 1946. Porter Lake and 
Spring Lake were regularly stocked with lake trout from the mid-1960' s through the late 
1980's. Wilson Pond was stocked intermittently during the 1970's and 1980's. Lake trout 
stockings were terminated on all waters by 1990, and natural reproduction now supports 
their fisheries entirely. 
Landlocked salmon have provided an important ancillary fishery in all the study 
waters for several decades. Salmon were stocked regularly in all the lakes for most of the 
previous century (accurate record-keeping began in the late 1930's). With the exception 
of Clearwater Pond, salmon stockings were suspended for much of the 1990's to facilitate 
the recovery of smelts, then resumed at very low rates (Table 1 ). 
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Table 1. Recent stocking history (numbers of spring yearlings) of lake trout and 
landlocked salmon in study waters 1• 
ClearwaterPcind ••.• ••••· .·· Portettltake < · · , LWilso11Pon<l ···· .·•·• SpringLakei > 
Year Lake trout .·· ISatino:ll :j· Hake . tioil~sl_j i.Salmbff ;Laketlrout jtSalffion· ;Lalfotroutl Salmon 
0 700 500 0 300 0 1,000 0 1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
0 0 500 0 0 0 1,000 700 
0 500 500 500 0 0 1,020 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000 0 
0 500 0 0 0 0 1,000 700 
0 0 0 500 0 0 1,000 0 
0 500 0 0 0 0 0 350 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 400 0 400 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 200 0 200 
0 100 0 400 0 0 0 
0 400 0 0 0 0 0 
All study waters are open to winter fishing from January 1 to March 31. Since 
1982, and prior to imposition of the harvestable slot limit (hereafter referred to as the slot 
limit) in 1994, lake trout were managed under the statewide general law (18-inch 
minimum length, 2-fish daily bag limit). At Porter Lake, the bag limit on lake trout and 
salmon was two fish in the aggregate from 1990 to 1997. In 1998, the general law bag 
limit of two lake trout was applied at Porter Lake and the bag limit on salmon was 
reduced to one fish. The minimum length limit and daily bag limi.t on salmon was 14 
inches and two fish on all waters throughout the period (except at Porter Lake as noted 
above). Trap limits and terminal tackle restrictions on all waters follow Maine's general 
law except at Spring Lake, where the use of live fish as bait is prohibited. At present, the 
lakes and their tributaries are closed to the taking of smelts except by hook and line. All 
the lakes are open to summer fishing from April 1 to September 30 with the same length 
and bag limit restrictions described for the winter fisheries. 
1 Clearwater Pond, Porter Lake, and Wilson Pond were stocked with varying numbers of unscheduled fall 
fingerling or spring yearling brook trout throughout much of this period. 
2 Spring Lake was stocked annually with 1,000 to 2,500 spring yearling brook trout from 1995 to 2001. 
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The shorelines of Clearwater Pond, Porter Lake, and Wilson Pond are heavily 
developed with seasonal and permanent homes. Spring Lake, located well north of the 
Region's population centers, is sparsely developed. All the lakes have ·excellent public 
access facilities. 
METHODS 
We compared winter creel survey data collected from the four lakes before and 
after imposition of the slot limit in 1994. Each lake was sampled from 2 to 5 years during 
each treatment period (Table 2). 
Table 2. Winter clerk creel surveys included in slot regulation evaluation. 
1985 
1986 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
------------~22~----------- --------~-!!>_! __ !:~g-~!~!!~!! __ !~~!>-~-~~~---~-~-~~-(P.!:~:!r~-~!~~-~!t1P.~~!:-_!!_~-~!!!!~!l:!~L ________ _ 
1995 x x x 
1996 x x 
1997 x x x 
1998 x x x 
1999 x x 
2000 x 
Creel surveys were of a stratified random design, whereby about 50% of weekend 
days and holidays and 30% to 40% of weekdays were sampled during each season. 
Exceptions to this sampling regime occurred at Wilson Lake and Porter Lake from 1997 
to 1999, when angler counts and creel checks were conducted only on weekend days. 
Weekday counts for these surveys were predicted from weekend counts based on a linear 
regression model developed for several Regional lakes with extensive historical winter 
survey data (Boucher 1997). Development of this model also included an analysis that 
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showed eliminating weekday angler interviews would have little practical effect on 
seasonal catch and harvest estimates. 
Angler counts were generally conducted between the hours of 1 OAM and 2PM, 
the peak period of angler activity. Winter effort was estimated from the method described 
by Havey (1984). Winter catch and harvest estimates were computed as the product of 
catch and harvest/trip and total seasonal effort. The variance around catch and harvest 
rate means were used to compute 95% confidence limits of total catch and harvest for 
each year. Catch rate data were largely from incomplete fishing trips (80-95%), so total 
catch and harvest were likely underestimated. However, ratios of incomplete to complete 
samples were very consistent from year-to-year. Therefore, we feel confident catch 
estimates derived from them are suitable to detect trends in the composition of the catch, 
and they permit precise, though somewhat biased, assessments of the slot limit. A total 
of 11,342 anglers was surveyed from 4,64 7 trips sampled from all waters during both 
treatment periods. 
To examine slot limit effects, we compared mean catch and harvest rates 
(fish/angler trip surveyed) oflake trout ~18 inches derived from all angler trips sampled 
during each treatment period. From catch and harvest rate means so derived, means of 
total catch, harvest, and yield of lake trout ~ 18 inches and lake trout of all sizes for each 
period were generated and compared. Reproductive success during each period was 
evaluated by examining the ratio of fish <18 inches to the catch of lake trout of all sizes. 
Mean size and body condition (Fulton's K) of ~:18-inch lake trout and age II or age III 
salmon examined during both periods were also compared. Angler effort estimates made 
during each period were averaged and compared as well. All statistical tests were made 
at the 0.05 probability level. Annual ratios of fish <18 inches were transformed (Arcsine) 
prior to statistical treatment. 
RESULTS 
Clearwater Pond 
The slot limit had the intended effects of reducing winter catch, harvest, and yield 
(lbs/ac) of mature (~18 inches) lake trout and directing a portion of the harvest to 
11 
younger cohorts (Table 3). Harvest rates of all lake trout sizes remained the same, 
however, and total yields declined because anglers released large numbers of fish in each 
size group after the slot was imposed. While angler use estimates. did not differ 
statistically between periods, there was a clear trend toward declining effort after 1996 
(Table 3). 
The abundance of lake trout <18 inches in the catch increased significantly during 
the slot limit years (Table 4), indicating that reduced harvests of mature lake trout 
improved spawning escapement, that growth declined, or that a combination of both 
factors occurred. The average length of lake trout 218 inches improved with the slot limit 
in effect, but their body condition declined significantly. Moreover, age II salmon 
declined in both length and condition during the slot limit years (Table 4). 
These data suggest that the slot limit did little to improve Clearwater Pond's 
winter fishery, and may have placed additional stress on the lake's forage base by 
increasing recruitment of young lake trout. 
Porter Lake 
Winter catch rates and harvests of 218-inch lake trout increased significantly at 
Porter Lake following imposition of the slot limit (Table 5), suggesting that reduced 
harvest limits improved their survival. Winter catch, harvest and yield of all lake trout 
increased significantly with the slot limit in effect, despite higher release rates and 
generally declining angler use. 
The abundance of lake trout <18 inches did not change significantly between 
treatment periods, but there was a trend toward declining numbers of these young fish 
during the last 3 years of the study (Table 6). Size and condition of lake trout 218 inches 
remained stable during both periods, and the size of age III salmon improved 
significantly with the slot limit in effect. 
The slot limit appeared to have the intended effects of stabilizing Porter Lake's 
forage base and maintaining predator size and body condition, but changes were not 
dramatic. Furthermore, increased harvests of both immature and spawning age lake trout 
may have negatively impacted recruitment as evidenced by declining numbers of young 
fish from 1997 to 1999. 
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Wilson Pond 
Winter catch rates and harvests of mature lake trout (218 inches) remained stable 
at Wilson Pond following imposition of the slot limit (Table 7). The total catch of all 
legal-size lake trout increased significantly with the slot in effect, but harvest and yield 
estimates remained unchanged because release rates were higher and angler use declined 
(though not significantly). 
The abundance of lake trout <18 inches did not change significantly between 
treatment periods, and size and condition of lake trout 218 inches remained stable (Table 
8). Lake trout sampled in 1997, the last year of the study at Wilson Pond, were in 
excellent condition. We attribute this to the presence of several large age-classes of 
alewives, which were introduced in 1990 to augment the lake's forage, rather than to 
regulation effects. 
The slot limit, combined with the alewife introduction, appeared to play a role in 
stabilizing Wilson Pond's forage base, maintaining predator size and body condition, and 
maintaining adequate recruitment of wild lake trout. However, dramatic improvements in 
the winter fishery were not apparent. 
Spring Lake 
Winter catch rates and harvests of mature lake trout (218 inches) remained stable 
at Spring Lake following imposition of the slot limit (Table 9). The total catch of all 
legal-size lake trout increased significantly with the slot in effect, but harvest and yield 
estimates were unchanged because winter anglers released more legal-size fish. Winter 
angler use at Spring Lake is highly dependent on access conditions (snowfall and the 
presence/absence of plowed roads from active logging operations), but fishing effort in 
1999 was clearly higher than all previous years surveyed. We attribute this to the 
development of a popular winter fishery for hatchery-reared brook trout beginning in 
1996. 
The proportion of lake trout <18 inches did not change significantly between 
treatment periods, but there was a clear trend toward fewer of these smaller fish 
beginning in 1999 (Table 10). Size oflake trout 218 inches declined significantly after 
the slot limit was imposed, but their condition improved quite dramatically. Lake trout of 
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all sizes sampled in 1999 were in excellent condition. We believe the improved condition 
of lake trout observed in 1999 resulted more from the suspension of salmon stocking and 
our efforts to augment the smelt population than from the slot regulation. 
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The slot limit had the intended effect of directing a portion of the winter harvest 
to younger, more abundant lake trout cohorts; slot-size fish (14-18 inches) comprised 
from 26% to 59% of the harvest on the four study waters. Harvest of slot fish may have 
contributed to slight improvements in size and condition of lake trout and salmon on 
some waters, but the changes were not dramatic. The total catch of all legal-size lake 
trout increased significantly on all the waters following imposition of the slot limit, but 
total harvest remained unchanged on all but one, where it increased. Higher release rates 
of legal fish during the slot limit years and generally declining winter angler use 
' 
moderated the potential positive effects of the more liberal regulation. 
The slot limit's effects on spawning escapement and recruitment oflake trout 
were unclear. We measured a significant increase in the proportion of fish <18 inches on 
only one water. This ratio remained stable on the other three waters, although there were 
signs of declining abundance of young fish in two of these. Our uncertainty arises from 
our decision to measure lake trout recruitment solely on the basis of the ratio of fish <18 
inches in the catch, whereas this ratio is strongly influenced by growth rates, for which 
we have no data. Our long term goal on the study waters is to continue managing for wild 
lake trout, so we will endeavor to collect age-specific growth information during our 
winter creel surveys. 
Our results indicate that the slot limit had only a marginal effect on winter 
fisheries and on fish quality in the four study waters. Moreover, we ascribe improvements 
in lake trout condition observed on two waters to an alewife introduction and to our 
efforts to augment a severely depressed smelt population with egg transfers rather than to 
the slot limit. We believe that these forage augmentation strategies were appropriate 
responses to critically low smelt populations in these two small lakes, but they do not 
offer practical, sustainable means of managing the growth and condition of the lakes' 
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predators, including salmon. Rather, our efforts should focus on maintaining a reasonable 
balance between predator numbers and prey populations by continuing to seek reductions 
in lake trout population size and by strictly controlling salmon numbers through stocking 
rate manipulations. Therefore, we recommend that lake trout harvest rules be further 
liberalized and that -salmon stockings rates be maintained at low levels until predator 
growth rates and condition are stabilized. 
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Table 3. Characteristics of winter lake trout fisheries at Clearwater Pond before and after imposition of a 14-18-in harvestable slot 
limit. Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to statistical analysis. Underlined means 
denote significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
No. 218 in caught/trip* 0.035 0.076 0.038 0.100 0.070 0.064±0.006 0.024 0.028 0.051 0.096 0.027 
No. 218 in harvested/trip* 0.033 0.064 0.038 0.090 0.057 0.060±0.005 0.024 0.018 0.029 0.076 0.027 
Total catch, fish 218 in* 72 214 92 318 134 159±29 49 85 83 189 46 
Total harvest, fish 218 in* 68 180 92 286 111 149±23 49 55 47 149 46 
Pounds/ acre harvested, 218 in* 0.44 0.60 0.32 0.91 0.31 0.48±0.08 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.52 0.15 
-------------------------------·--------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------
No. 14-18 in caught/trip 0.054 0.073 0.090 0.094 0.038 
No. 14-18 in harvested/trip 0.033 0.029 0.044 0.065 0.027 
Total catch, fish 14-18 in 109 223 146 185 65 
Total harvest, fish 14-18 in 67 88 72 128 46 
Pounds/acre harvested, 14-18 in 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.21 0.09 
Total catch, all legal fish* 72 214 92 318 134 159±29 158 308 229 373 111 
Total harvest, all legal fish* 68 180 92 286 111 149±23 115 143 119 277 92 
Pounds/acre harvest, all legal fish* 0.44 0.60 0.32 0.91 0.31 0.48±0.08 0.28 0.34 0.35 0.74 0.22 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------ -------------------------------------------------------------------------
Percent ~ 18 in released 4 8 0 6 10 7 0 36 28 
Percent 14-18 in released 32 55 49 
Angler use (no. trips/acre)* 2.73 3.75 3.23 4.23 2.58 3.30±0.31 2.69 4.06 2.16 
1 Measures of variability for "treatment" means were computed as follows: 
~ Catch and harvest/trip: Reported values are standard errors of mean catch & harvest/trip for all trips sampled during each period. 
~ Total catch, harvest, and yield: Values are 95% confidence limits derived from catch rate standard errors computed as described above. 
~ Percent of catch parameters: Reported values are total ratios of all fish observed during each period. 
~ Angler use: Standard error of means of annual estimates made during each treatment period. 
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15 0 
32 31 
2.62 2.27 
0.044±0.007 
0.034±0.004 
91±28 
70±16 
0.24±0.05 
----------·-----------------------
0.070±0.009 
0.039±0.005 
145±36 
81±20 
0.14±0.04 
236±32 
151±20 
0.38±0.05 
---------------------------------
19 
41 
2.76±0.34 
Table 4. Mean size and condition of harvested lake trout (LKT) and salmon (LLS) from Clearwater Pond before and after imposition· 
of a 14-18-in harvestable slot limit on lake trout. Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to 
statistical analysis. Underlined means denote significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
T. lt (in) LKT zl8in* 19.3 19.5 19.6 19.9 19.l 19.6±0.1 19.8 20.5 20.7 20.5 19.8 20.3±0.2 
(n) (22) (60) (34) (56) (29) (201) (7) (12) (12) (32) (13) (76) 
Condition (K) LKT ~18in* 0.84 0.96 0.95 0.86 0.83 0.90±0.01 0.93 0.84 0.87 0.84 0.82 0.85±0.01 
____________________________ {!!}____________________________ --~~-!_) ______ _(?_~2------~~-!_) ______ _(?_~2------~~-~) _____________  9_~~1_ ______________ _(~) ________ Q_~2 _______ (_~_~_2 ______ Q_~2 ___ ___ (_~_~_2__ _ ____________ Q!2 _____________ _ 
T. lt (in) LKT 14-18in 15.9 16.0 16.4 15.8 16.8 16.1±0.1 
(n) (10) (20) (10) (29 (10) (79) 
Condition (K) LKT 14-18 in 0.88 0.85 0.82 0.86 0.82 0.85±0.01 
____________________________ {!!}__ ___________________________ ----------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------~--------------- ___ (JQL ___ J22_ _______ (_!_Ql_ _____ Q~J ______ (JQL _____________ Q~l ___________ _ 
T. lt (in) all LKT 19.3 19.5 19.6 19.9 19.l 19.6±0.1 17.5 17.7 18.7 18.3 18.5 18.2±0.2 
(n) (22) (60) (34) (56) (29) (201) (17) (32) (22) (61) (23) (155) 
Condition (K) all LKT 0.84 0.96 0.95 0.86 0.83 0.90±0.01 0.90 0.85 0.85 · 0.85 0.82 0.85±0.01 
--------------------~-------{!!} _______________________________ QJJ_ ____ _L?_~2 _____  Q_!_) ______ _C?_~2 ______ g_~L _________ __(_~-~~_)_ ______________ (J~L ____ (~~J ______ (~Jl _____ J~~J ______ (~Jl__ _ ___________ (!_~~} ___________ _ 
Percent ofLKT catch ~18 in* 82 
T. lt. (in) age II LLS* 
(n) 
Condition (K) age II LLS* 
n) 
58 
15.6 
(84) 
0.98 
(74 
50 63 
14.4 
(19) 
0.83 
(18 
60 
18 
15.4±0.1 
(103) 
0.95±0.01 
(92) 
79 80 
15.0 
(17) 
0.84 
17 
78 62 
14.6 
(21) 
0.86 
19) 
91 
14.9±0.1 
(38) 
0.85±0.01 
(36) 
Table 5. Characteristics of winter lake trout fisheries at Porter Lake before and after imposition of a 14-18-in harvestable slot limit. .. 
Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to statistical analysis. Underlined means denote 
significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
No. 218 in caught/trip* 0.058 0.060 0.046 0.069 0.033 0.054±0.007 0.073 0.121 0.195 0.103 0.041 
No. 218 in harvested/trip* 0.049 0.047 0.041 0.069 0.033 0.048±0.006 0.063 0.079 0.145 0.081 0.037 
Total catch, fish 218 in* 62 39 48 69 31 51±13 56 79 148 83 36 
Total harvest, fish 218 in* 53 30 43 69 31 45±11 48 52 110 65 32 
Pounds/acre harvested, 218 in* 0.21 0.11 0.18 0.46 0.13 0.20±0.04 0.21 0.23 0.50 0.28 0.13 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------
No. 14-18 in caught/trip 0.239 0.241 0.213 0.063 0.076 
No. 14-18 in harvested/trip 0.161 0.130 0.170 0.057 0.047 
Total catch, fish 14-18 in 182 158 162 51 66 
Total harvest, fish 14-18 in 123 85 129 46 41 
Pounds/acre harvested, 14-18 in 0.28 0.21 0.36 0.13 0.10 
Total catch, all legal fish* 62 39 48 69 31 51±13 238 237 310 135 102 
Total harvest, all legal fish* 53 30 43 69 31 45±11 171 137 239 111 73 
Pounds/acre harvest, all legal fish* 0.21 0.11 0.18 0.46 0.13 0.20±0.04 0.52 0.44 0.82 0.40 0.24 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------
Percent 218 in released 11 19 5 0 0 9 13 24 33 
Percent 14-18 in released 31 44 20 
Angler use (no. trips/acre) * 2.04 1.22 1.98 1.90 1.79 1.78±0.15 1.45 1.24 1.44 
1 Measures of variability for "treatment" means were computed as follows: 
~ Catch and harvest/trip: Reported values are standard errors of mean catch & harvest/trip for all trips sampled during each period. 
~ Total catch, harvest, and yield: Values are 95% confidence limits derived from catch rate standard errors computed as described above. 
~ Percent of catch parameters: Reported values are total ratios of all fish observed during each period. 
~ Angler use: Standard error of means of annual estimates made during each treatment period. 
19 
20 13 
14 46 
1.53 1.66 
0.099±0.015 
0.076±0.012 
76±22 
59±19 
0.26±0.08 
---------------------------------
0.166±0.021 
0.112±0.014 
128±32 
86±21 
0.21±0.05 
204±27 
. 145±23 
0.50±0.07 
---------------------------------
23 
32 
1.46±0.07 
Table 6. Mean size and condition of harvested lake trout (LKT) and salmon (LLS) from Porter Lake before and after imposition of a · 
14-18-in harvestable slot limit on lake trout. Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to 
statistical analysis. Underlined means denote significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
T. lt (in) LKT 2::18in* 19.3 19.2 19.4 21.3 18.8 19.5±0.2 19.6 20.0 19.4 19.8 19.3 19.7±0.2 
(n) (28) (14) (17) (8) (6) (73) (12) (13) (13) (11) (6) (55) 
Condition (K) LKT 2:'.:18in* 0.84 0.81 0.84 0.87 0.93 0.84±0.01 0.85 0.77 0.88 0.84 0.80 0.83±0.01 
----------------------------~} _______________________________ i~_D _______ Q_~2 ______ i!~) ________ {~l ___ _____ (~2_ ________________ {~?2 ________________ (_~-~2 ______ {~_~2_ ______ (_~}2 _______ 1~2 ________ _(?_)____ _ ____________ {~!2 _____________ _ 
T. 1t (in) LKT 14-18in 15.8 16.6 16.7 16.9 16.7 16.4±0.1 
(n) (20) (19) (17) (10) (7) (73) 
Condition (K) LKT 14-18 in 0.84 0.80 0.86 0.89 0.79 0.84±0.01 
____________________________ (!!}____________________________ ----------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------- ___ Q_Q2__ ___ _(~_21 _____ _(_!_7-2__ _____ f 22_ _______ _(~)____ _ ___________ J7-!1 ____________  
T. 1t (in) all LKT 19.3 19.2 19.4 21.3 18.8 19.5±0.2 17.3 18.0 17.9 18.4 17.9 17.8±0.2 
(n) (28) (14) (17) (8) (6) (73) (32) (32) (30) (21) (13) (128) 
Condition (K) all LKT 0.84 0.81 0.84 0.87 0.93 0.84±0.01 0.84 0. 79 0.87 0.86 0.80 0.83±0.01 
____________________________ {!!} _______________________________ Q_7-) _____ J!}2__ ____ f !~) ________ rnL _______ (~J___ _ ___________ J~7t _____________ Q_~L ____ Q_D ______ Q_QL ___ (!§J _____ _OJ_l__ _ ___________ (!_~~_)_ ___________ _ 
Percent of LKT catch :S;l 8 in* 78 74 73 
T. lt. (in) age III LLS* 16.5 
(n) (31) 
Condition (K) age III LLS* 0.91 
(n) (31) 
72 
15.9 
(23) 
0.81 
(21) 
75 
20 
75 
16.3±0.1 
(54) 
0.87±0.01 
(52) 
79 75 61 56 62 
17.3 
(16) 
0.85 
(14) 
69 
17.3±0.2 
(16) 
0.85±0.02 
(14) 
Table 7. Characteristics of winter lake trout fisheries at Wilson Pond before and after imposition of a 14-18-in harvestable slot limit. • 
Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to statistical analysis. Underlined means denote 
significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
No. 218 in caught/trip* 
No. 218 in harvested/trip* 
Total catch, fish 218 in* 
Total harvest, fish 218 in* 
Pounds/acre harvested, 218 in * 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·--
No. 14-18 in caught/trip 
No. 14-18 in harvested/trip 
Total catch, fish 14-18 in 
Total harvest, fish 14-18 in 
Pounds/acre harvested, 14-18 in 
Total catch, all legal fish* 
Total harvest, all legal fish* 
Pounds/acre harvest, all legal fish* 
Percent 218 in released 
Percent 14-18 in released 
Angler use (no. trips/acre) * 
1 Measures of variability for "treatment" means were computed as follows: 
0.051 0.024 
0.051 0.022 
90 44 
90 41 
0.42 0.18 
-----------------------------
90 44 
90 41 
0.42 0.18 
0 13 
3.12 3.28 
0.038±0.011 
0.037±0.011 
69±39 
67±39 
0.30±0.17 
-------------------------------
69±39 
67±39 
0.30±0.17 
4 
3.20±0.08 
0.073 0.037 
0.053 0.026 
96 35 
70 24 
0.34 0.10 
-----------------------------
0.081 0.049 
0.020 0.022 
107 46 
26 21 
0.06 0.06 
203 81 
96 45 
0.38 0.17 
32 
64 
22 
53 
2.34 1.67 
);;>- Catch and harvest/trip: Reported values are standard errors of mean catch & harvest/trip for all trips sampled during each period. 
0.059±0.012 
0.043±0.010 
67±27 
49±23 
0.23±0.10 
--------------------------·------
0.068±0.018 
0.021±0.006 
77±40 
24±14 
0.06±0.03 
143±31 
72±24 
0.28±0.10 
29 
60 
2.00±0.34 
);;>- Total catch, harvest, and yield: Values are 95% confidence limits derived from catch rate standard errors computed as described above. 
);;>- Percent of catch parameters: Reported values are total ratios of all fish observed during each period. 
);;>- Angler use: Standard error of means of annual estimates made during each treatment period. 
21 
Table 8. Mean size and condition of harvested lake trout (LKT) from Wilson Pond before and after imposition ofa 14-18-in 
harvestable slot limit. Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to statistical analysis. 
Underlined means denote significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
T. lt (in) LKT ~18in* 20.1 19.3 19.9±0.4 20.1 19.8 20.0±0.4 
(n) (14) (6) (20) (15) (7) (22) 
Condition (K) LKT ~18in* 0.85 0.88 0.86±0.02 0.87 0.97 0.89±0.02 
____________________________ (pJ ______________________________ (_~_!) ________ i~2 ________________ _(_~_~!____________ __i!~)--------~~2___ _ ___ _______  !!_?)_ ____________ _ 
T. lt (in) LKT 14-18in 16.0 16.2 16.1±0.2 
(n) (8) (7) (15) 
Condition (K) LKT 14-18 in 0.83 0.96 0.89 
____________________________ (p.1_ __________________________ ---------------------------- --------------------------------- ___ Ql_ _______ _(~}___ _ ___________ _{g} ____________ _ 
T. lt (in) all LKT 20.1 19.3 19.9±0.4 18.7 18.0 18.4±0.4 
(n) (14) (6) (20) (23) (14) (37) 
Condition (K) all LKT 0.85 0.88 0.86±0.02 0.85 0.97 0.89±0.02 
____________________________ (P-1 ___________________________ JU_) _______ J~2 _______________ __<!_~}____________ __{~_!_L ___ _O_Ql_ _ ____________ {~_!} ____________ _ 
Percent of catch ~18 in* 80 70 78 68 74 70 
22 
Table 9. Characteristics of winter lake trout fisheries at Spring Lake before and after imposition of a 14-18-in harvestable slot limit. • 
Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to statisticai analysis. Underlined means denote 
significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
No. 218 in caught/trip* 0.131 0.173 0.278 0.210±0.051 0.100 0.163 0.150±0.034 
No. 218 in harvested/trip* 0.131 0.173 0.195 0.170±0.042 0.083 0.120 0.113±0.024 
Total catch, fish 218 in* 37 53 183 87±41 43 145 99±44 
Total harvest, fish 218 in* 37 53 128 71±35 35 107 75±31 
Pounds/acre harvested, 218 in * 0.18 0.22 0.47 0.31±0.15 0.13 0.39 0.28±0.11 
--------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------- ------------------------------- ---------------------------- ---------------------------------
No. 14-18 in caught/trip 0.076 0.072 0.073±0.018 
No. 14-18 in harvested/trip 0.041 0.040 0.040±0.013 
Total catch, fish 14-18 in 33 64 48±24 
Total harvest, fish 14-18 in 18 35 26±17 
Pounds/acre harvested, 14-18 in 0.03 0.08 0.06±0.04 
Total catch, all legal fish* 37 53 183 87±41 76 209 147±44 
Total harvest, all legal fish* 37 53 128 71±35 54 142 101±31 
Pounds/acre harvest, all legal fish* 0.18 0.22 0.47 0.31±0.15 0.14 0.45 0.31±0.09 
--------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------- ------------------------------- ----------------------------- ---------------------------------
Percent 218 in released 0 0 20 14 25 25 25 
Percent 14-18 in released 43 36 38 
Angler use (no. trips/acre)* 0.37 0.40 0.86 0.54±0.16 0.57 1.17 0.87±0.30 
1 Measures of variability for "treatment" means were computed as follows: 
~ Catch and harvest/trip: Reported values are standard errors of mean catch & harvest/trip for all trips sampled during each period. 
~ Total catch, harvest, and yield: Values are 95% confidence limits derived from catch rate standard errors computed as described above. 
~ Percent of catch parameters: Reported values are total ratios of all fish observed during each period. 
~ Angler use: Standard error of means of annual estimates made during each treatment period. 
23 
Table 10. Mean size and condition of harvested lake trout (LKT) from Spring Lake before and after imposition of a 14-18-in 
harvestable slot limit. Data are from clerk creel surveys. Parameters marked with an asterisk were subject to statistical analysis. 
Underlined means denote significant differences (p<0.05) between periods. 
T. lt (in) LKT 218in* 22.1 21.3 21.8 22.0±0.4 21.0 20.1 20.2±0.3 
(n) (6) (6) (10) (21) (3) (31) (34) 
Condition (K) LKT 218in* 0.92 0.87 0.73 0.84±0.03 0.84 0.93 0.92±0.02 
---------------------------1~2___________________________ _ ___ (~2---------~~2 _________ (?2 ________________ J!_~2 _________ _______ QJ _______ ~~?2 _________________ (~_~) _____________ _ 
T. lt (in) LKT 14-18in 16.8 17.2 17.1±0.2 
(n) (4) (16) (20) 
Condition (K) LKT 14-18 in 0.78 0.95 0.92±0.02 
---------------------------1~2-----"--------------------- ------------------------------------------ ---------------------------------- ____ (4_) ________ (~_§2___ _ _____________ (~_Q)_ ____________ _ 
T.lt(in)allLKT 22.1 · 21.3 21.8 22.0±0.4 18.6 19.1 19.0±0.3 
(n) (6) (6) (10 (21) (7) (47) (54) 
Condition (K) all LKT 0.92 0.87 0.73 0.83±0.03 0.80 0.94 0.92±0.01 
---------------------------1~2___________________________ _ ___ (§2 _________ (~l ________ Q} _______________ _{~_~}_ _______________ _(!} _______ (~~}__ _ _____________ (~_Q)_ ____________ _ 
Percent of catch ~18 in* 25 54 81 76 71 41 56 
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Common llame 
Lake trout 
Brook trout 
Landlocked salmon 
Rainbow smelt 
Landlocked alewife 
Round whitefish 
Burbot (cusk) 
Smallmouth bass 
White perch 
Chain pickerel 
Brown bullhead 
American eel 
Blacknose dace 
Yell ow perch 
Fallfish 
Creek chub 
Lake chub 
Redbelly dace 
Golden shiner 
Common shiner 
White sucker 
Longnose sucker 
Banded killifish 
Ninespine stickleback 
Slimy sculpin 
Redbreast sunfish 
Pum kinseed sunfish 
Appendix 1. List of fish species known to be present in study waters. 
Salvelinus namaycush 
Salvelinus fontinalis 
Sa/mo salar 
Osmerus mordax 
Alosa pseudoharengus 
Prosopium cylindraceum 
Lota Iota 
Micropterus dolomieu 
Marone americana 
Esox niger 
Ameiurus nebulosus 
Anguilla rostrata 
Rhinichthys atratulus 
Perea flavescens 
Semotilus corpora/is 
Semotilus atromaculatus 
Couesius plumbeus 
Phoxinus eos 
Notemigonus crysoleucas 
Luxilus cornutus 
Catastomus commersoni 
Catastomus catastomus 
Fundulus diaphanus 
Pungitius pungitius 
Cottus cognatus 
Lepomis auritus 
Le omis ibbosus 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
25 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
• 
This report has been funded in part by the Federal Aid in Sport Fish 
Restoration Program. This is a cooperative effort involving federal and state 
government agencies. The program is designed to increase sport fishing and 
· boating opportunities through the wise investment of anglers' and boaters' tax 
dollars in state sport fishery projects. This program which was funded in 1950 
was named the Dingell-Johnson Act in recognition of the congressmen who 
spearheaded this effort. In 1984 this act was amended through the Wallop-
Breaux Amendment (also named for the congressional sponsors) and pro-
vided a threefold increase in Federal monies for sportfish restoration, aquatic 
education and motorboat access. 
The Program is an outstanding example of a "user pays-user benefits", 
or "user fee" program. In this case, anglers and boaters are the users. Briefly, 
anglers and boaters are responsible for payment of fishing tackle excise 
taxes, motorboat fuel taxes, and import duties on tackle and boats. These 
monies are collected by the sport fishing industry, deposited in the Department 
of Treasury, and ar$ allocated the year following collection to state fishery 
agencies for sport fisheries and boating access projects. Generally, each 
project must be evaluated and approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). The benefits provided by these projects to users complete the 
cycle between "user pays - user benefits". 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
284 State Street, Station #41 , Augusta, ME 04333 
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